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CO35 Oregon Small Woodlands Association, Jayson F. Wartnik 
 
CO35-1 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the 

less environmental impact route is noted. 
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CO36 Oregon State Building and Construction Trades Council 
 
CO36-1 Comment noted. 

 W-362 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO36 Continued, page 2 of 3 
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CO36 Continued, page 3 of 3 
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CO37 Fred Messerle & Sons, Inc., David J. Messerle 
 
CO37-1 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the 

less environmental impact route is noted. Responses were 
developed for all substantive comments submitted. 

 W-365 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO38 Messerle & Sons, Jeff Messerle 
 
CO38-1 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the 

less environmental impact route is noted. Responses were 
developed for all substantive comments submitted. 

CO38-2 The Draft EIS was provided to the FWS and NMFS.  The FWS 
commented on the Draft EIS, and the document was revised 
accordingly.  NMFS has chosen not to comment on the Draft EIS. 
NEPA regulations do not require that a BO be prepared prior to the 
preparation of a Final EIS.  The FERC has prepared a Biological 
Assessment (BA) as required by the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) and has provided this BA to the FWS and NMFS for their 
review.  As required by ESA, the FWS and NMFS will prepare a 
BO in response to this BA.  Generally, the BO is completed after 
the FEIS is issued. 

 W-366 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39 Citizens Against LNG, Jody McCaffree 
 
CO39-1 These comments were reviewed and considered in our analysis. We 

are aware that Citizens Against LNG opposes the project and that 
it has submitted comments on a range of impacts the organization 
believes would occur if the project is approved.  The DEIS provides 
an unbiased assessment of the impacts, as well as avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures.  Additional information 
and analysis has been added to the FEIS. 

 W-367 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39 Continued, page 2 of 61 
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CO39 Continued, page 3 of 61 
 
CO39-2 The DEIS does not violate NEPA.  It is a science-based assessment 

of the proposed project and the impacts that would be expected to 
result if the project is approved.  Any decision approving the 
Project by the Commission would be conditioned on the applicants 
obtaining all required permits from State and federal agencies prior 
to construction. This is standard FERC process and has been used 
to consider applications for many years. 

 W-369 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39 Continued, page 4 of 61 
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CO39 Continued, page 5 of 61 
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CO39 Continued, page 10 of 61 
 
CO39-3 Comment noted. 

 W-376 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39 Continued, page 11 of 61 
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CO39 Continued, page 14 of 61 
 
CO39-4 Principle Power is discussed in section 3.3.2.4, as well as in the 

cumulative effects section (4.14). 

 W-380 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39 Continued, page 15 of 61 
 
CO39-5 The State and local governments have separate permitting 

processes.  Some permits will not be issued until after the FEIS and 
some before.  These permitting processes are not federal actions 
and are not under NEPA.  The State and local governments are not 
required to defer to federal decision makers. 

 W-381 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39 Continued, page 16 of 61 
 
CO39-6 Comment noted.  Zoning policies are a local issue. 
CO39-7 Acquiring local permits for a worker camp is, by definition, a local 

issue.  NEPA analysis is not required for local permitting by the 
City or County. 

CO39-8 There is nothing in NEPA that restricts a private company from 
making agreements with local governments or other entities.  Nor 
is it a violation of NEPA for a company to engage in marketing or 
lobbying. Please refer to 40 CFR parts 1500 to 1508 for information 
on what NEPA requires. 

 W-382 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39 Continued, page 17 of 61 
 

 W-383 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39 Continued, page 18 of 61 
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CO39 Continued, page 19 of 61 
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CO39 Continued, page 20 of 61 
 

 W-386 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39 Continued, page 21 of 61 
 

 W-387 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39 Continued, page 22 of 61 
 
CO39-9 Nowhere in the DEIS is there a statement that the Project would be 

in the “public interest.”  In fact, the Commission would make its 
finding of public benefit in its decision-document Project Order.  
The EIS is not a decision-document.  The Commission would issue 
its Order after we have produced an FEIS. Section 4.4 of the EIS 
assesses the impacts that would occur to waterbodies/resources; 
impacts to salmon are assessed in Section 4.6; impacts to forests 
are assessed in Section 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7; impacts to agricultural 
areas are assessed in Sections 4.1 and 4.9.  The FEIS contains an 
analysis of mitigation measures and their expected effectiveness. 

 W-388 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39 Continued, page 23 of 61 
 
CO39-10 The EIS analyzes the environmental effects of the proposed project.  

Contract issues are beyond the scope of our NEPA analysis.  See 
Chapter 1 for a discussion of the scope of the NEPA analysis. 

 W-389 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39 Continued, page 24 of 61 
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CO39 Continued, page 25 of 61 
 
CO39-11 The EIS evaluates the environmental effects of the Project, not the 

need.  The Commission will consider the need in its decision (see 
the Purpose and Need section in Chapter 1 for more details). 

CO39-12 This EIS analyses the application submitted to FERC to build an 
export terminal and associated pipeline. The project would 
transport natural gas from Merlin to Jordan Cove, convert it to LNG 
and export it on ships. See the project objectives in Chapter 1.  
Other projects that might be considered alternatives to this project 
are addressed in Chapter 3, including Canadian projects (see table 
3.2.2.4-1 and section 3.2.2.4).  Projects that could be considered 
alternatives, and that are under FERC's jurisdiction, such as the 
Oregon LNG project, are analyzed in a separate EIS.  FERC may 
approve one or both project.  If both are approved, FERC would let 
the market decide if either one or both are built.  It does not pick 
winners and losers, it lets the market decide.    

 W-391 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39 Continued, page 26 of 61 
 
CO39-13 The EIS evaluates the environmental effects of the Project, not the 

need.  The Commission will consider the need in its decision (see 
the Purpose and Need section in Chapter 1 for more details). 

CO39-14 Nowhere in the DEIS is there a statement that the Project would be 
in the “public benefit".  In fact, the Commission would make its 
finding of public benefit in its decision-document Project Order.  
The EIS is not a decision-document.  The Commission would issue 
its Order after we have produced an FEIS. 

CO39-15 Increased turbidity during dredging will be temporary. Page 4-384 
of the DEIS identifies that BMPs will be used to minimize 
turbidity, and water quality monitoring will be employed to meet 
ODEQ water quality criterion during construction.  The Federal 
Estuary Restoration Act does not directly relate to the DEIS 
evaluation of the proposed project.  The applicant will be required 
to meet all state and local permit requirements which will include 
details on meeting turbidity issues and methods of minimization in 
Haynes Inlet and Olympic oyster protection and monitoring. Also 
see response to CO39-49 through 54. 

 W-392 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-16 The EIS has adequately addressed sediment contamination issues 

in the section "Potentially Contaminated Bay Sediments" (pages 4-
303 - 4-304 of the DEIS). 

CO39-17 Multiple levels of BMPs would be used to control run off sediment 
(see ESCP) in order to minimize erosion regardless of quantity.  EIs 
would regulate construction and post construction actions and 
procedure suitable for the conditions encountered to comply with 
state/federal permits.  Work within Haynes inlet would be done in 
accordance with the Report on Preliminary Pipeline Study Haynes 
Inlet Water Route.  That plan included the BMPs including a 
turbidity monitoring and management plan during construction and 
biological monitoring in accordance with state and federal permit 
requirements 
The goal of BMPs is to minimize effects so that they are minor or 
construction is halted until effects are reduced back to minor.  As a 
follow-up measure to help ensure crossing actions would not 
adversely affect stream bank and channel structure, Pacific 
Connector would monitor all stream crossings, regardless of risk, 
quarterly for 2 years after construction.  Any adverse issues found 
during the monitoring with channel stability or habitat would be 
remediated.  Additional monitoring would occur periodically over 
a 10-year period with implementation of remediation as needed. 

CO39-18 Nowhere in the DEIS is there a statement that the Project would be 
in the “public interest.”  In fact, the Commission would make its 
finding of public benefit in its decision-document Project Order.  
The EIS is not a decision-document.  The Commission would issue 
its Order after we have produced an FEIS.  Issues considered 
outside the scope of the EIS are discussed in Chapter 1. 

 W-393 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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 W-394 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-19 Section 4.13.4 and 4.13.5 of the EIS discuss the Federal regulatory 

requirements for siting an LNG facility and how the proposed 
Jordan Cove facility would comply with those requirements.  The 
cited reports are guidelines. 

CO39-20 The models used to assess safety risks are approved by the DOT.   
An analysis by DOT of the efficacy of these models is beyond the 
scope of this EIS. 

CO39-21 Air traffic is discussed in Section 4.10.1.4. Prior to construction, 
Jordan Cove is required to file with the FERC documentation of its 
consultations with the FAA and the results of any aeronautical 
studies, together with copies of any official determinations made 
by the FAA with respect to the LNG terminal and related facilities.  
The project will not be built unless it can achieve compliance with 
all applicable federal rules and regulations. 

CO39-22 Safety of LNG vessels is described in detail in section 4.13.6 of the 
EIS. There are no requirements to oversee shoreline and airway 
issues associated with transport of LNG by vessel.  An LNG safety 
and security zone would be a moving zone, and could be imposed 
on LNG vessels within the Coos Bay Navigation Channel without 
the need for closing the entire waterway or Port.  One purpose of 
the FERC's review process, including preparation of this EIS, is to 
help inform the public about the Project, including issues related to 
LNG hazards.  In addition, Jordan Cove would be required to 
develop an Emergency Response Plan in consultation with the 
Coast Guard and state and local agencies.  See section 4.13.7 of the 
EIS. 

 W-395 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-23 FERC does not have jurisdiction over LNG vessels or LNG vessel 

transport.  However, potential environmental impacts from 
operation of LNG vessels in federal waters, waters within the EEZ 
(federally listed rare species), and within Coos Bay are addressed 
as appropriate in the EIS.   

CO39-24 Nowhere in the DEIS is there a statement that the Project would be 
in the “public interest.”  In fact, the Commission would make its 
finding of public benefit in its decision-document Project Order.  
The EIS is not a decision-document.  The Commission would issue 
its Order after we have produced an FEIS. 

 W-396 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-25 Nowhere in the DEIS is there a statement that the Project would 

have a “public benefit".  In fact, the Commission would make its 
finding of public benefit in its decision-document Project Order.  
The EIS is not a decision-document.  The Commission would issue 
its Order after we have produced an FEIS.  Fracking, or hydraulic 
fracturing, is used during exploration and production of natural gas.  
As stated in our response to IND1-2, the FERC does not regulate 
the exploration or production of natural gas.  In fact, fracking is not 
part of the Project; and therefore, the environmental impacts 
associated with that activity will not be analyzed in our 
environmental document.  See response to IND1-3. 

CO39-26 Nowhere in the DEIS is there a statement that the Project would be 
in the “public interest.”  In fact, the Commission would make its 
finding of public benefit in its decision-document Project Order.  
The EIS is not a decision-document.  The Commission would issue 
its Order after we have produced an FEIS. 

 W-397 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-27 Nowhere in the DEIS is there a statement that the Project would be 

in the “public benefit".  In fact, the Commission would make its 
finding of public benefit in its decision-document Project Order.  
The EIS is not a decision-document.  The Commission would issue 
its Order after we have produced an FEIS. 

CO39-28 Nowhere in the DEIS is there a statement that the Project would be 
in the “public interest.”  In fact, the Commission would make its 
finding of public benefit in its decision-document Project Order.  
The EIS is not a decision-document.  The Commission would issue 
its Order after we have produced an FEIS. 

 W-398 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

CO39 Continued, page 33 of 61 
 
CO39-29 The affected environmental and current conditions for all resources 

are discussed at considerable length for each resource in Chapter 4, 
as explained in section 4.0 (page 4-1) of the DEIS. 

CO39-30 Alternatives are considered in Chapter 3.  See the introduction to 
that chapter for a discussion of how FERC addresses alternatives. 

 W-399 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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 W-400 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-31 The EIS considers many alternate routes in Chapter 3 including a 

straight route between Malin and the Jordan Cove site, an all 
highway alternative, a route entirely on federal land, the Round Top 
Butte route, and a West-Wide Corridor route.  It also considered 
following existing pipelines and many route variations to the 
proposed route.  It also considered alternative sites for the terminal. 
An EIS is not required to consider every possible route, just a 
reasonable range of alternatives. 

CO39-32 Comment noted. 

 W-402 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-33 Potential impacts to commercial oyster beds are discussed in 

Section 4.6, and would be limited to potential short-term turbidity 
near the 0.3 mile section of the pipeline route where commercial 
beds are adjacent. Pacific Connector has proposed an Olympia 
Oyster Mitigation Plan that would result in no net substantial 
adverse effects to commercial oysters from project actions.  Project 
activities are not expected to reduce oyster or fishing employment 
opportunities. 

CO39-34 See Chapter 3 for a discussion or other terminal locations.  Note 
that building a terminal and an associated pipeline in another 
location would simply shift the effects to other locations, property 
owners, and resources.   

CO39-35 It is outside the scope of this FERC EIS to assess the overall energy 
policy of the nation.  Furthermore, management and jurisdiction 
over the national energy policy is the role of the U.S. Department 
of Energy, not the FERC. 

 W-403 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-36 Renewable energy options are discussed in section 3.1.4 of the EIS.  

Because the Project’s purpose is to prepare natural gas for export 
to foreign and domestic markets, the development or use renewable 
energy technology would not be a reasonablealternative to the 
proposed action.    

CO39-37 Decisions regarding the energy policy of the U.S. or other nations, 
as well as the energy reserves in other nations are outside the scope 
of the FERC’s jurisdiction.   Decisions regarding the U.S. energy 
reserves (e.g., whether or not to export gas) are the jurisdiction of 
the U.S. Department of Energy.  Decisions regarding foreign 
energy reserves are the jurisdiction of those nations.  It is outside 
the scope of this EIS to assess the overall U.S. energy policy or the 
policies and energy reserves of other nations. 

 W-404 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-38 Socioeconomic impacts are assessed in Section 4.9.  A No Action 

Alternative is considered in Chapter 3. 

 W-405 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-39 Any company wishing to transport LNG would have to do so in 

accordance with all laws, including the Jones Act. 

 W-406 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-40 It the Project is approved, only the facilities addresses in this EIS 

could be built.  If Jordan Cove proposes to expand the terminal, it 
would have to submit a new application, which would require 
additional NEPA analysis. 

 W-407 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39 Continued, page 42 of 61 
 
CO39-41 The EIS addressed the application submitted to FERC. Any 

expansion would need additional NEPA analysis. 
CO39-42 The South Dunes Power Plant is seeking approval by the State, it 

is not under FERC's jurisdiction. 

 W-408 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-43 Air traffic is discussed in Section 4.10.1.4. Prior to construction, 

Jordan Cove is required to file with the FERC documentation of its 
consultations with the FAA and the results of any aeronautical 
studies, together with copies of any official determinations made 
by the FAA with respect to the LNG terminal and related facilities.  
The project will not be built unless it can achieve compliance with 
all applicable rules and regulations. 

 W-409 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-44 See response to Comment CO34-15. See the supplemental 

information submitted by Jordan Cove Energy Project, L.P. under 
CP13-483-000 on Feb. 3, 2015. This Supplemental Information 
filing concerns JCEP’s Ingram Yard Test Pile and Ground 
Improvement Project. It is comprised of a February 2, 2015 letter 
to JCEP from its contractor, SHN Consulting Engineers & 
Geologists, Inc. (SHN), and twelve attachments. The letter 
summarizes the chronology of activities for the test project, in 
particular as related to contaminated soils and a buried septic tank.  
This information will be included in the FEIS.  On February 3, 
2015, Jordan Cove filed the results of its 2014 geotechnical testing 
program at the Ingram Yard.  We will analyze those results in 
section 4.3 of the FEIS. Additional contamination sampling would 
be conducted by the ODEQ that has no relationship with the Jordan 
Cove-Pacific Connector Project. 

CO39-45 Ninety tankers per year is an estimate, it is based on the amount of 
LNG that proposed to be shipped. The actual number of tankers per 
year and the amount of LNG shipped is likely to vary by year and 
need. 

 W-410 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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 W-411 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-46 In a filing on January 15, 2015, Jordan Cove stated it would use a 

maximum of 1.04 Bcf/d of natural gas to produce 6.8 MMTPA of 
LNG. 
In its May 2013 application to the FERC, Jordan Cove stated that 
it expects visits from about 90 LNG carriers per year.  The Coast 
Guard limited the size of vessels that can use the waterway to the 
terminal to 148,000 m3 in capacity in its WSR and LOR. 
The Port project has nothing to do with the Jordan Cove Project.  
They are not inter-related or connected actions.  Therefore we do 
not have to analyze the Port project, which would be run through 
the COE, not the FERC.  However, our DEIS does account for the 
Port project in cumulative impacts. 

CO39-47 The EIS is in compliance with FERC policy on non-jurisdictional 
facilities. 

CO39-48 This housing development is included in the cumulative effects 
section along with other foreseeable projects.  It is not part of the 
proposed Jordan Cove project being considered by FERC because 
this is a matter for the local government to permit or not permit.  
FERC has no authority over local zoning issues.   

 W-412 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-49 The analysis presented for likely turbidity and sediment transport 

by the Applicant considered the worst case source of turbidity 
during the Haynes Inlet pipeline dredging operations indicating 
limited distribution and concentrations.  These analysis and data 
were used for the EIS analysis (Section 4.6.2.3).   

 W-413 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-50 Olympic oysters have been successfully moved in other areas 

including Coos bay, so while there is no guarantee that all would 
survive this is not an unreasonable mitigative action.  Additionally 
to mitigate for any losses the applicant has proposed mitigation in 
the form of additional suitable substrate in the Haynes Inlet for 
oysters to occupy. 

CO39-51 While the exact number accounted for in the survey may be 
somewhat different if others were to conduct the survey most of the 
survey area did not have suitable habitat for the Olympic oyster, 
which is hard substrate.  So it may be possible that differences in 
numbers occur, the resulting number for the overall length of the 
project would not be large and the overall conclusions of effects 
would not be substantially changed.  Additionally the permitting 
process requires the applicant to consult with ODFW on methods 
to protect the oyster including mitigation methods (see Coos 
County Planning Department File No.REM-11-01 concerning 
approved permit requirements issued March 14, 2012). 

 W-414 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-52 While there may be some varied ways to install oyster shells to 

obtain optimum setting locations for Olympic oysters the applicant 
is supplying a large amount of habitat.  The final details of the 
placement can be worked out with ODFW which the applicant will 
need to consult with before final installation of the habitat (see 
response to CO39-51).   

 W-415 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-53 See response to CO39-49 above concerning sediment analysis.   

The applicant did conduct surveys that found Olympic oysters in 
the route and these were reported so earlier statements are not 
applicable.  See response to CO39-51 concerning oyster counts. 

CO39-54 The applicant will consult with ODFW about procedures to use 
during pipe installation and Olympic oyster related actions during 
the construction.  Additionally the Coos County Planning 
Department has added specific actions to Conditional Use 
Application land use application approval that the applicant will 
need to implement to insure that impacts to Olympic oyster are not 
substantial.  Additionally the applicant will need to obtain other 
state and federal permits that would address Haynes Inlet 
environment relative to proposed project actions before the project 
can be constructed.   

CO39-55 The DEIS discusses Tsunami hazards, liquefaction and subsidence 
issues in section 4.2. DOGAMI data from 2014 is included in the 
analysis. 

 W-416 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-56 The FERC has no authority over the local and state processes.   
CO39-57 Section 4.2.1.3 discusses the earthquake history on the coast of 

Oregon (as well as along the entire West Coast). 

 W-417 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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CO39-58 A 9.0 earthquake could cause extensive damage to roads, buildings 

and infrastructure; although the exact level of damage can only be 
estimated.  As stated in the DEIS, pipelines survived a recent 9.0 
earthquake in Chile with little damage. The effects of a large 
earthquake are discussed in section 4.2 of the DEIS. 

CO39-59 All facilities would need to comply with state law. Obtaining a 
coastal zone permit from the State is part of the permitting process. 
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CO39 Continued, page 53 of 61 
 
CO39-60 Comment noted. 
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CO39 Continued, page 54 of 61 
 
CO39-61 The Draft and Final EIS are regulated by NEPA, not the Coos 

County Comprehensive Plan.  The FERC has no authority over the 
local or state process. 

CO39-62 The facility, including any flares, would need to meet FAA safety 
standards.  See section 4.10.1.4 of the DEIS, including the 
recommendation in that subsection. 
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CO39 Continued, page 55 of 61 
 
CO39-63 The statement that "There is no way to condition or guarantee that 

an aircraft would NEVER fly into the proposed gas liquefaction 
facility being sited directly in the regulated navigational airspace 
less than a mile from the end of the airport runway" is correct.  
There is also no way to guarantee that an aircraft flying from Seattle 
to LA would never fly into the proposed facility. The same can be 
said for any location between any two airports. The DEIS evaluates 
risks based on consideration of safety measures that would be 
implemented, in this case by the FAA, the airport, the pilots, and 
the designers of the terminal.  See section 4.10.1.4 of the DEIS, 
including the recommendation in that subsection. 

CO39-64 Emissions associated with both construction and operations are 
addressed in section 4.12.  We are not aware of any evidence that 
the emissions from the plant would create fog or otherwise impact 
the operation of the airport. 

CO39-65 Our analysis of potential Project-related impacts on the Southwest 
Oregon Regional Airport in North Bend can be found in section 
4.10.1.4 of the DEIS.  In their December 17, 2009 Order approving 
the original Jordan Cove LNG import proposal in Docket No. 
CP07-444-000, the other four sitting Commissioners disagreed 
with and overruled Mr. Wellinghoff’s dissent.  In a letter to the 
Commission dated December 22, 2014, commenting on our 
November 2014 DEIS for the LNG export Project in Docket No. 
CP13-483-000, the Southwest Oregon Regional Airport and Coos 
County Airport District stated that it “strongly concurs with (the) 
recommendation (in the DEIS for Jordan Cove to document 
consultations with the FAA and submit the results of studies before 
Project construction) and believes that the FAA process will assure 
that the Airport continues to operate safely and efficiently.”  Noise 
impacts are addresses in section 4.12.2.4. 

CO39-66 The FAA is responsible for airport safety.  Their approval would 
be required, as disclosed in section 4.10.1.4 of the DEIS, also see 
the recommendation in that subsection. 
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CO39 Continued, page 56 of 61 
 
CO39-67 FERC has no authority over state and local permitting processes. 
CO39-68 Comment noted.  As the response above states, the DEIS does not 

violate NEPA.  It is a science-based assessment of the proposed 
project and the impacts that would be expected to result if the 
project is approved.   
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CO39 Continued, page 57 of 61 
 
CO39-69 This comment letter contained attachments that did not directly 

comment on the DEIS.  These attachments have been reviewed and 
any relevant information found was incorporated into the analysis 
as applicable; however, the attachments are not included in this 
Appendix to the FEIS.  The entire comment letter, including these 
attachments, is available on the eLibrary filed under accession 
number 20150217-5145. 
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CO39 Continued, page 58 of 61 
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CO39 Continued, page 59 of 61 
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CO39 Continued, page 60 of 61 
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CO39 Continued, page 61 of 61 
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CO40 Messerle & Sons, Jason Messerle 
 
CO40-1 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the 

less environmental impact route is noted. Responses were 
developed for all substantive comments submitted. 
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FEDERAL AGENCY 
 
FA1 Senator Ron Wyden, Washington, DC 
 
FA1-1 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
 

 W-429 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

FA1 Continued, page 2 of 2 
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FA2 U.S. Congress, John Barrasso and Cynthia Lummis 
 
FA2-1 Comment noted.   
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FA2 Continued, page 2 of 2 
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FA3 U.S. Senate, Jeffrey A. Merkley 
 
FA3-1 Class designations for pipelines were established by the U.S. 

Department of Transportation (DOT), and can be found under 
Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 192.5.  The DOT 
would address compliance with the requirements of 49 CFR 192 
as part of its inspection and enforcement program.   Pacific 
Connector has committed to easement monitoring during 
operation of the pipeline, consisting of weekly air patrols, annual 
helicopter surveys of the right-of-way, and quarterly class location 
reviews.  In addition, Pacific Connector’s maintenance of the 
pipeline would include integrity management activities, including 
internal inspections to measure and record pipeline geometry, 
external or internal corrosion, and provide information about pipe 
characteristics such as wall thickness.  As indicated in section 
4.13 of our DEIS, we believe the pipeline can be built and 
operated in a manner that protects public safety.   
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FA4 United States Senate, Ron Wyden 
 
FA4-1 The USDOT PHMSA establishes the federal safety standards for siting, construction, 

operation, and maintenance of LNG facilities as specified in Title 49, Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 193.  In 2004, the FERC and PHMSA signed an 
Interagency Agreement to ensure greater coordination in addressing the full range of 
safety issues at LNG terminals.  In accordance with this agreement, PHMSA serves 
as a cooperating agency during FERC staff's preparation of the environmental 
documents necessary to satisfy NEPA. 
As part of the Commission’s review process, applicants are required to identify how 
a proposed design would comply with the siting requirements contained in 
PHMSA’s Part 193 regulations.  While PHMSA is responsible for enforcement of 
these regulations, FERC staff uses this information, developed by the applicant to 
comply with Part 193, to assess whether or not the facility may have a public safety 
impact.  As part of the NEPA document preparation, PHMSA performs a project-
specific review of the applicant’s design spill criteria to determine compliance with 
Part 193.  At the conclusion of this review, PHMSA notifies FERC staff whether the 
applicant’s procedures for selecting design spills is acceptable under Part 193 and 
also directs the applicant to place this information in the FERC docket. 
The design spills resulting from this review are then used in the estimation of vapor 
cloud dispersion.  All models to be used in meeting the siting requirements of Part 
193 must be approved for use by PHMSA.  Currently, PHMSA has approved several 
models for use in dispersion modeling: DEGADIS 2.1, FEM3A, FLACS 9.1 release 
2, and PHAST 6.6 and 6.7.  The approval of DEGADIS and FEM3A were part of a 
rulemaking undertaken by PHMSA in 1997 and 2000, respectively.  As stated in 
PHMSA’s regulations, both of these models are available from the Gas Technology 
Institute (formerly known as the Gas Research Institute).  In 2011, PHMSA issued 
approvals for the use of FLACS and PHAST in Part 193 siting calculations.  These 
are proprietary software packages which are available from GexCon US Inc. and 
DNV GL, respectively. 
For all hazard modeling, the input parameters and data are filed in the FERC docket 
by the applicant.  As allowed by the Commission’s regulations in 18 CFR Section 
388.112, the applicant may request that some or all of this information be treated as 
either privileged information or critical energy infrastructure information.  The 
procedures for requesting access to this information are also contained in 18 CFR 
Section 388.112.  In all cases, FERC staff evaluates the hazard modeling input and 
output files to ensure the simulations are done accurately and within the limitations of 
the models.  Each public NEPA document, including the draft EIS for the Jordon 
Cove Liquefaction Project, discusses the key input parameters and the results of 
hazard analyses. 
Please be assured, as in any Commission matter, we strive to make our review of 
energy proposals both accessible and transparent to the public while balancing the 
need to protect critical infrastructure information.   
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FA5 United States Department of the Interior, National Park 
Service 

 
FA5-1 The DEIS text in Section 4.11.1.3, pg. 4-861 notes that the trail is 

covered by modern roadways at the points where Pacific 
Connector would cross the route. Therefore, there is no potential 
for intact, non-visible segments of the trail at these locations. The 
text specifically states that NTIR's assessment of impact is for 
visual effects only. Text revised to clarify the lack of trail 
remnants/direct impacts and NTIR's assessment of visual effect to 
other segments that are nearby and intact. The revised text in 
Section 4.11.1.3 now reads: "At both locations modern roads have 
removed traces of the historic trail.  In a letter to Pacific 
Connector, the NPS concurred that the Project would have no 
adverse visual impacts on intact segments of the Applegate Trail 
elsewhere along the Project route where the trail is in proximity." 
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FA5 Continued, page 2 of 2 
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FA6 United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 
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FA6 Continued, page 2 of 17 
 
FA6-1 The multi-user facility is no longer being considered.  The 

proposed action under this NEPA analysis includes a single-use 
slip and access channel that solely supports LNG operations. The 
800-foot slip width would be needed in order to be able to move 
an LNG vessel off of the LNG berth on the east side of the slip in 
the event of an incident within the LNG upland facilities that 
might threaten the safety of the LNG vessel at berth.  Having the 
800 foot slip width provides the flexibility needed for tugs to 
move the LNG vessel away from a hazard at the terminal or at the 
LNG loading dock to the relative safety of the west side of the 
slip.  All references to a multi-purpose facility, mixed-use facility 
and/or alternative use in the DEIS, appendices and other 
supporting documents have been deleted from the FEIS. 

FA6-2 The Southern Oregon Resource and Safety Center (SORSC) is 
analyzed in the EIS as a non-jurisdictional facility, and the North 
Point Workforce Housing Complex is analyzed as part of Jordan 
Cove's facilities under FERC jurisdiction. Section 2.2.4 discusses 
utility connections. Sanitary and solid waste disposal for the 
Project, which includes the SORSC and NPWHC, is discussed in 
Section 4.9.  Section 4.4 assesses impacts to wetlands. 

FA6-3 Comment noted. 
FA6-4 The discussion of the disposal site has been updated in the FEIS 

to reflect this information. 
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FA6 Continued, page 3 of 17 
 
FA6-5 The discussion of the disposal site has been updated in the FEIS 

to reflect this information. 
FA6-6 Text has been added to Chapter 1 describing the process. 
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FA6 Continued, page 4 of 17 
 
FA6-7 The DOE addendum states that "fundamental uncertainties 

constrain the ability to predict what, if any, domestic natural gas 
production would be induced by granting any specific 
authorization or authorizations to export LNG to non-FTA 
countries" and identifies that it goes beyond what is required by 
NEPA. 

FA6-8 Comment noted. 
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FA6 Continued, page 5 of 17 
 
FA6-9 Restoration will be completed on private lands as agreed upon in 

the lease agreements with the private landowner.   Mitigation will 
be coordinated with ODEQ via written communication, as on 
page 4-425 of the DEIS it states that Pacific Connector will 
develop a Source Specific Implementation Plan as outlined in 
DEQs letter of September 12, 2011. 

FA6-10 As stated on page 4-389 of the DEIS, permits required for 
instream work may contain mitigation measures in addition to 
those discussed in the EIS.  Pacific Connector would work with 
the COE and ODEQ to address impacts to water quality at stream 
crossings as part of the CWA Sections 401, 402, and 404 
application process. 

FA6-11 See response to CO34-116. 
FA6-12 Pacific Connector will apply the Oregon Department of Forestry's 

Riparian Management Area (RMA) buffer widths, which are 
based on stream type and size, on private lands, and revise the 
ECRP Section 10.12 with a table of RMA widths for streams.  
Text in Section 4.14.3.4 of the FEIS has been updated to reflect 
the change. 
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FA6 Continued, page 6 of 17 
 
FA6-13 As stated on page 4-395 of the DEIS, if water for hydrostatic 

testing would be acquired from surface water sources, Pacific 
Connector would obtain all necessary appropriations and 
withdrawal permits, including from the ODWR, prior to use.  As 
part of this process, ODWR would have the applications reviewed 
by ODEQ and ODFW to determine if there are concerns about the 
impact water withdrawals may have on water resources, 
(including concerns relating to the timing, seasonality, and 
method of withdrawal), as well as water quality and/or fish and 
wildlife species and the habitat, respectively.  ODWR would 
provide public notice and opportunity to comment on the 
applications. 

FA6-14 Recognition of the role of the CWA has been added in the FEIS. 
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FA6 Continued, page 7 of 17 
 
FA6-15 See FERC Office of Energy Project's Memorandum to FERC 

Secretary dated February 25, 2015 placing into the record the 
Corp's February 12, 2015 email inquiry and Jordan Cove's 
February 24, 2015 response, related to the design of the terminal 
marine slip and its single use purpose (Accession No. 20150226-
0064). 
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FA6 Continued, page 8 of 17 
 
FA6-16 The proposed action under this NEPA analysis includes a single-

use slip and access channel that solely supports LNG operations. 
The 800-foot slip width would be needed in order to be able to 
move an LNG vessel off of the LNG berth on the east side of the 
slip in the event of an incident within the LNG upland facilities 
that might threaten the safety of the LNG vessel at berth.  We are 
not aware of any clients for future Port expansion, therefore, there 
are no foreseeable actions related to Port expansion to analyze in 
section 4.14. 

FA6-17 The Coast Guard has determined that the entire 800-foot marine 
slip would be needed for the safe operation of the terminal.  
Without the use of the LNG terminal, it is unclear how Principle 
Power would operate or how many acres would be affected. 

FA6-18 Analyzing the viability of the Principle Power project without the 
availability of the west berth is beyond the scope of this analysis. 
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FA6 Continued, page 9 of 17 
 
FA6-19 Regardless of any agreements the Port may have, the Coast Guard 

has determined that the entire 800-foot marine slip would be 
needed for the safe operation of the terminal. 

FA6-20 FEIS text has been revised. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan is being developed in coordination with DEQ to support 401 
WQ Certification and will be in compliance with 401, NPDES, 
404, and ESA. All temporary infrastructure would be removed 
from the site upon completion of the Project. The bridge, entrance 
roadway, and parking areas would remain for use by the current 
land owner. 
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FA6 Continued, page 10 of 17 
 
FA6-21 Jordan Cove is preparing a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 

in coordination with ODEQ to support 401 WQ Certification and 
will be in compliance with 401, NPDES, 404, and ESA. The 
parking area would be surfaced with gravel. 

FA6-22 Impacts to wetlands from the SORSC were included in the 
wetland impact calculations reported in the EIS.  The avoidance 
and minimization of impacts to wetlands will be addressed as part 
of the Army Core 404 and 401 permit process.  Furthermore, the 
SORSC is a non-jurisdictional facility (i.e., it is not under the 
jurisdiction of FERC) and would be dealt with during the State's 
EFSC process. 

  

 W-446 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 

FA6 Continued, page 11 of 17 
 
FA6-23 The FEIS has been updated with the most recent information filed 

by Jordan Cove regarding transportation impacts and the use of 
offsite parking lots. 

FA6-24 These BMPs have been added to Sections 4.12.1.1 and 4.12.1.2. 
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FA6 Continued, page 12 of 17 
 
FA6-25 Comment noted. As noted in Table 4.3.2.3-2, many of these sites 

indicate that no further action is required in relation to clean-up.  
Additional information is presented in the EIS regarding how 
contamination would be handled at each of the 5 ECSI sites. 
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FA6 Continued, page 13 of 17 
 
FA6-26 The FEIS discussion has been revised. 
FA6-27 The project involves building a terminal and associated pipeline.  

Analyzing how this project would affect natural gas production in 
the US is beyond the scope of this analysis.  As explained in 
section 1.4.4 of the DEIS, regulation and production of natural gas 
are not activities regulated by FERC. 

  

 W-449 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 

FA6 Continued, page 14 of 17 
 
FA6-28 See the response to CO10-3. 
FA6-29 Section 4.13.6.3 of the FEIS has been revised as requested. 
FA6-30 Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed 

disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment 
appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access 
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not 
EIS text. 

FA6-31 Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed 
disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment 
appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access 
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not 
EIS text. 
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FA6 Continued, page 15 of 17 
 
FA6-32 Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed 

disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment 
appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access 
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not 
EIS text. 

FA6-33 Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed 
disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment 
appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access 
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not 
EIS text. 

FA6-34 Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed 
disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment 
appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access 
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not 
EIS text. 

FA6-35 Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed 
disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment 
appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access 
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not 
EIS text. 

FA6-36 Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed 
disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment 
appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access 
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not 
EIS text. 

FA6-37 Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed 
disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment 
appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access 
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not 
EIS text. 
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FA6 Continued, page 16 of 17 
 
FA6-38 Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed 

disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment 
appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access 
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not 
EIS text. 

FA6-39 Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed 
disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment 
appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access 
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not 
EIS text. 

FA6-40 Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed 
disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment 
appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access 
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not 
EIS text. 
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FA6 Continued, page 17 of 17 
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FA7 United States Department of the Interior, Office of the 
Secretary, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
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FA7 Continued, page 2 of 12 
 
FA7-1 Text clarified in FEIS. 
FA7-2 The FERC BA was submitted to the FWS on February 24, 2015.  

We do not see the need for changes to our standard condition for 
this EIS.  That condition has worked successfully on many 
previous FERC-regulated projects that were constructed.  We will 
employ a third-party contractor to monitor construction of the 
Pacific Connector pipeline and make certain that all BMPs are 
followed.   
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FA7 Continued, page 3 of 12 
 
FA7-3 The applicant will need to obtain permits from the state and 

federal government for road stream crossings where construction 
would occur.  The state and federal permits will designate what 
requirements will be needed for stream crossings designs.  
Additionally the applicant has developed plans to insure culvert 
crossings are meeting water quality and flow needs (see PCGP 
response to FERC data request number 23 of February 2015 
"Culvert Crossing Best Management Practices"). 

FA7-4 Change made as requested. 
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FA7 Continued, page 4 of 12 
 
FA7-5 The applicant has updated the Stream Crossing Risk Analysis 

(PCGP February 13, 2015) and consulted with USFWS (Janine 
Castro February 11, 2015) concerning the evaluation of pipeline 
stream crossing.  They have developed crossing designs for those 
streams considered of risk based on the USFWS Pipeline 
Screening Risk Matrix, for sites they had access too.  This 
analysis was done for stream crossing for the whole route 
independent of fish present.  They also have developed a hosts of 
actions (see new report) that would be taken at sites depending on 
site specific conditions that would be determined prior to 
construction.  They have included input for sites of concerns on 
BLM and Forest Service lands in the assessment and designs.  
They will conduct surveys of streams that currently do not have 
access to once they obtain permission to finalize the risk status 
and proceed appropriately as done at accessible sites.  They have 
developed a monitoring plan for the crossing sites as well to 
determine where issues may arise post construction and indicated 
they would take remedial actions if needed based on permit 
requirements.  Other specifics requirements for the crossings will 
made through the state and federal permitting process.  Updated 
information has been included in the EIS text. 
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FA7 Continued, page 5 of 12 
 
FA7-6 Comment noted. Please note that Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific 

Connector's Migratory Bird Conservation Plan was filed on 
February 13, 2015. 

FA7-7 Text has been revised. 
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FA7 Continued, page 6 of 12 
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FA7 Continued, page 7 of 12 
 
FA7-8 Text has been revised. 
FA7-9 Change made as requested. 
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FA7 Continued, page 8 of 12 
 
FA7-10 The detailed analysis for effects to listed species is provided in the 

FERC BA which is available on the FERC project site. The ESA 
section 4.7 in the EIS provides the conclusions of this BA 
analysis. 

FA7-11 Suitable Habitat Units are indeed discussed in the BA. Occupied 
and presumed occupied stands will continue to be referenced in 
the EIS as they reflect the site information. Occupied and 
presumed occupied stands are considered together in the impact 
analysis. 

FA7-12 Change made as requested. 
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FA7 Continued, page 9 of 12 
 
FA7-13 Change made as requested. 
FA7-14 Change made as requested. 
FA7-15 Change made as requested. 
FA7-16 Change made as requested. 
  

 W-462 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 

FA7 Continued, page 10 of 12 
 
FA7-17 Change made as requested. 
FA7-18 Change made as requested. 
FA7-19 Change made as requested. 
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FA7 Continued, page 11 of 12 
 
FA7-20 Change made as requested. 
FA7-21 As the FWS is aware, because these have not been filed with the 

FERC to date, they cannot be included in the EIS.  We can discuss 
the fact that your agency is continuing to work with the applicant 
on this proposal, but until an agreement is made and the plan is 
provided to the FERC, no details can be included or summarized 
in the EIS. 

FA7-22 The FERC will include the information in the FEIS if it is 
provided by the FWS in a timely manner (i.e., before the 
publication of this FEIS). 

FA7-23 Acreage impacted has been updated, resulting in 1:1 mitigation 
ratio with 259 acres. Details such as uplift, duration, and 
monitoring of mitigation provided in Appendix S (i.e., the Habitat 
Mitigation Plan). 
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FA7-24 See the response to CO10-3. 
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INDIVIDUAL 
 
IND1 Tim Nebergall, Veronia, OR 
 
IND1-1 Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the draft 

environmental impact statement (DEIS).  Greenhouse gas emissions 
resulting from the Jordan Cove Liquefaction and Pacific Connector 
Pipeline Projects (Project) were discussed in section 4.12.1.4 of the 
DEIS. 

IND1-2 The scope of the project does not include drilling for natural gas; the 
proposed action is the transportation of natural gas in a pipeline from 
Malin to the Jordan Cove terminal in Coos County, where the natural gas 
would be liquefied into LNG.  Furthermore, exploration and production 
of natural gas (i.e., drilling and processing natural gas) are not activities 
regulated by the FERC.   
Information has been added to the FEIS that addresses methane leakage 
and the relative impact of natural gas compared to coal.   

IND1-3 In its application to the FERC, filed on May 21, 2013, Jordan Cove stated 
that the purpose and need for its liquefaction project was “a market-
driven response to the availability of burgeoning and abundant natural 
gas supplies in the United States and Canada and rising and robust 
international demand for natural gas.”  Pacific Connector, in its 
application to the FERC filed on June 6, 2013, stated that the purpose of 
its project is to “connect the existing pipeline systems converging near 
Malin, Oregon and the proposed Jordan Cove Terminal at Coos Bay, 
Oregon,” and the need for the project “is to supply approximately 1.02 
Bcf/d of firm transportation service to Jordan Cove.”  Fracking is not part 
of the proposed project, but is instead used during exploration or 
production of natural gas.  Furthermore, exploration and production of 
natural gas (including fracking) are not activities regulated by the FERC 
(see section 1.4.4 of the DEIS).  
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IND1-4 The Jordan Cove LNG terminal is not located in the vicinity of the “Juan 
de Fuca subduction zone”; as stated in section 4.2.1.1 of the DEIS, the 
Jordan Cove LNG terminal is located in the vicinity of the Cascadia 
Subduction Zone.  Each of the two LNG storage tanks at the Jordan Cove 
terminal would contain about 31.7 million gallons of LNG (less than 64 
million gallons total – not 80 million gallons as stated in this comment).  
The safe operation of the LNG storage tanks is addressed in section 4.13 
of the DEIS.  As stated in section 4.2.1.3 of the DEIS, Jordan Cove 
would design and construct its facilities in a manner that takes geological 
conditions, such as an earthquake, into consideration.   

IND1-5 The Pacific Connector pipeline would not transport LNG; it would 
transport natural gas in vapor state.  The environmental impacts of 
construction and operation of the 232-mile-long Pacific Connector 
pipeline are disclosed in the DEIS.  Specifically, impacts on landowners 
whose property would be crossed by the pipeline route, including effects 
on property values as well as the possibility of eminent domain, are 
discussed in section 4.9.2.3 of the DEIS.   

IND1-6 Nowhere in the DEIS is there a statement that the Project would be in the 
“public interest.”  In fact, the Commission would make its finding of 
public benefit in its decision-document Project Order.  The EIS is not a 
decision-document.  The Commission would issue its Order after we 
have produced an FEIS 

IND1-7 The DEIS discusses a number of alternatives in Section 3.  As stated in 
Section 4.13 of the DEIS, the FERC does not establish safety standards 
for pipelines; those standards are set by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT).  It is outside the authority of the FERC to revise 
or alter the DOT safety standards. 

IND1-8 Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  Impacts on 
federally-listed threatened and endangered species are discussed in 
section 4.7.   

IND1-9 The DEIS is a scientific-driven document that analyzes the environmental 
impacts of construction and operation of the Project. 
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IND2 Kathy Staley, Azalea, OR 
 
IND2-1 See response to IND1-7. 
IND2-2 See response to IND1-8. 
IND2-3 The DEIS addresses impacts the Pacific Connector pipeline may have on 

local fire departments in section 4.9.2.6.  That section indicated that 
Pacific Connector has produced an Emergency Response Plan, a Fire 
Prevention and Suppression Plan, and a Safety and Security Plan.  In 
addition, DOT safety regulations require the pipeline company to 
coordinate with local responders.  Pacific Connector would provide 
appropriate training to local emergency service providers before putting 
the pipeline into service.  Safety measures that would minimize risks of 
fires in forested lands are discussed in section 4.13.9.1 of the DEIS.  Off-
highway vehicle (OHV) controls are discussed in section 4.8.1.2 of the 
DEIS.  Furthermore, FERC is not proposing this Project, the applicants 
are; FERC is a federal regulator of the Project and the lead NEPA 
agency.   

IND2-4 Section 2.5 of the DEIS details environmental compliance and 
monitoring.  The Project’s construction would be monitored by FERC 
staff.  In addition, Pacific Connector has agreed to a third-party 
construction inspection program to be run through the FERC.  
Furthermore, construction on federal lands would be monitored by the 
land managing agencies (BLM, Forest Service, and Reclamation). 

IND2-5 The pipeline trench would not be armored by bentonite.  As explained in 
section 2.4.2.1 of the DEIS, the trench would be backfilled with padding, 
subsoil, and topsoil.  Trench breakers, consisting of sandbags or foam, 
would be installed in the trench at the base of slopes adjacent to wetlands 
to prevent water from the trench from entering the wetlands.  As 
explained in section 4.4.3.2 of the DEIS, measures would be 
implemented during the construction of the Pacific Connector pipeline to 
prevent damage or destruction of wetlands. 

IND2-6 Surface water use during construction of the Pacific Connector pipeline is 
discussed in section 4.4.2.2 of the DEIS.  As explained in that section, 
Pacific Connector developed a Hydrostatic Testing Plan that includes 
measures to avoid, minimize, or reduce impacts associated with the 
transfer of water between watershed basins.  Water would be discharged 
according to ODEQ requirements for chlorinated water discharges as 
noted in the Hydrostatic Test Plan (Appendix M to the POD).  All 
discharge locations would be monitored after construction for potential 
noxious weed establishment and treated if necessary.  Water would not 
be used during pigging of the pipeline. 
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IND2-7 Revegetation is described in section 2.4.2.1 of the DEIS.  Pacific 

Connector would revegetate the right-of-way in accordance with 
its Erosion Control and Revegetation Plan.  The standard 
fertilization rate would be 200 pounds per acre of bulk triple-16 
fertilizer.  No fertilizer would be applied within 100 feet of 
streams.   

IND2-8 As noted in section 4.2.2.1 of the DEIS, the Pacific Connector pipeline 
route would be in the vicinity of three historic and abandoned cinnabar 
or mercury mines  (Nivinson, Red Cloud, and Thomason) between 
mileposts (MP) 108 and 110.  Section 4.4.4.2 of the DEIS discussed 
concerns over mercury contamination from these mines entering into 
the nearby East Fork of Cow Creek watershed and affecting aquatic 
resources.  Based on several site-specific studies conducted by Pacific 
Connector (GeoEngineers 2009b) and the Forest Service (Broeker 
2010), we concluded that it was highly unlikely that pipeline 
construction would encounter soils with elevated mercury 
concentrations in the vicinity of the abandoned cinnabar mines.  In 
addition, Pacific Connector developed a Contaminated Substances 
Discovery Plan that contains measures to protect the public and the 
environment. 

IND2-9 Section 4.6.2.3 of the DEIS addressed impacts on stream water 
temperatures resulting from the clearing of riparian vegetation along 
streambanks during pipeline construction.  After a review of various 
studies, we concluded that clearing of the right-of-way at most 
proposed stream crossings would have very little impact on stream 
water temperatures, and therefore would not likely have adverse effects 
on fish. 

IND2-10 You should have contacted the FERC’s Online Support at email 
ferconlinesupport@ferc.gov or toll-free telephone number 1-866-208-
3676 to assist in the electronic filing of comments with the 
Commission.Note: Comments sent to ferconlinesupport@ferc.gov are 
not considered an official filing before the Commission or made part of 
the record. To file an official comment on a proceeding before the 
Commission, please follow our Rules of Practice at 18 CFR 385. You 
may also file comments related to a FERC project using eComment or 
eFiling.  
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IND3 Jonathon Hanson 
 
IND3-1 The FERC does not respond individually to specific comment 

letters received during scoping.  Instead, as explained in section 
1.6 of the DEIS, we grouped scoping comments into general 
environmental resource categories, and addressed the topics raised 
under each resource section of Chapter 4 (Environmental 
Analysis) in the DEIS. 

IND3-2 The EIS is not a decision-document.  In fact, no decision about 
whether or not to authorize this Project has been made at this 
time.  As explained in section 1.4 of the DEIS, the purpose of the 
EIS is to disclose to the public and the Commissioners the 
potential environmental impacts likely to result from the 
construction and operation of the Project.  The Commissioners 
would take into consideration the environmental impacts of the 
Project, together with non-environmental economic data such as 
markets and rates, prior to making their decision, which would be 
issued as a Project Order.  The Order would only be issued after 
we have produced an FEIS for this Project.  See also our response 
to IND1-6.  
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IND3-3 As stated in sections 1.1 and 1.4 of the DEIS, the document was 

prepared to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act 
as implemented under the regulations promulgated by the Council 
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) at Title 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508. 

IND3-4 The CEQ regulations at Part 1502.13 only require that an EIS 
should “briefly specify the underlying purpose and need” for a 
Project; which we have done in section 1.3 of the DEIS.  The 
Commissioners will have a broader discussion of purpose and 
need in their Project Order.  See response to IND1-6.  As 
explained in section 1.4.4 of the DEIS, the document will not 
discuss larger energy markets as that would be beyond the scope 
of the Project-specific environmental analysis.  

IND3-5 Our analysis of alternatives can be found in chapter 3 of the DEIS. 
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IND3 Continued, page 3 of 5 
 
IND3-6 Our analysis of cumulative impacts can be found in section 4.14 

of the DEIS.  
IND3-7 Jordan Cove’s analysis of various ports that it examined along the 

Pacific Coast of the Unites State can be found in section 10.3.4 of 
Resource Report 10, included with its May 21, 2013 application 
to the FERC.  Jordan Cove’s application in Docket No. CP13-
483-000 is a public document that can be viewed in electronic 
format on the internet through the eLibrary system of the FERC’s 
webpage (www.ferc.gov).  As stated in section 3.3.1 of the DEIS, 
our detailed analysis of potential West Coast alternative ports was 
included in section 3.3 of our May 2009 FEIS for the original 
Jordan Cove LNG import proposal in Docket CP07-444-000.  
This document is also available for public viewing through the 
FERC webpage.     

IND3-8 Our analysis of potential Project-related impacts on the Southwest 
Oregon Regional Airport in North Bend can be found in section 
4.10.1.4 of the DEIS.  In their December 17, 2009 Order 
Granting Authorizations Under Section 3 of the Natural Gas Act 
and Issuing Certificates for the original Jordan Cove LNG import 
proposal in Docket No. CP07-444-000, the other four sitting 
Commissioners disagreed with and overruled Mr. Wellinghoff’s 
dissent.  In a letter to the Commission dated December 22, 2014, 
commenting on our November 2014 DEIS for this Project, the 
Southwest Oregon Regional Airport and Coos County Airport 
District stated that it “strongly concurs with (the) recommendation 
(in the DEIS for Jordan Cove to document consultations with the 
Federal Aviation Administration [FAA] and submit the results of 
studies before Project construction) and believes that the FAA 
process will assure that the Airport continues to operate safely and 
efficiently.”   
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IND3-9 See our response to comments IND3-2 and IND3-3. 
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IND3-10 We will address comments on the DEIS in our FEIS. 
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IND4 Bayla Greenspoon, Mt. Shasta, CA 
 
IND4-1 Potential impacts on OWL Farm were discussed in section 3.4.2.7 

of the DEIS. 
IND4-2 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 

Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 
IND4-3 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 

Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 
IND4-4 Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   

IND4-5 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 
Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 

IND4-6 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 
Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 

IND4-7 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 
Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 

IND4-8 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 
Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 
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IND4-9 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND5 John Sodrel, New Albany, IN 
 
IND5-1 Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the DEIS.  

Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the Project were 
discussed in section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS.  See response to IND1-
1. 

IND5-2 FERC jurisdictional natural gas transmission pipelines rarely leak 
methane; and if they do, the amount leaked is very small.  
Therefore, the Project would have virtually no impact on climate 
change related to the leakage of methane into the atmosphere.  
See response to IND1-2. 
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IND6 Don Ewing, Cottage Grove, OR 
 
IND6-1 Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and 

production of natural gas.  As stated in our response to IND1-2, 
the FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of 
natural gas.  In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; and 
therefore, the environmental impacts associated with that activity 
will not be analyzed in our environmental document.  See 
response to IND1-3. 

IND6-2 As acknowledged in section 4.2.1.1 of the DEIS, the Jordan Cove 
LNG terminal is located in the vicinity of the Cascadia 
Subduction Zone.  Jordan Cove would design and construct its 
facilities in a manner that takes geological conditions, such as an 
earthquake, into consideration.  Potential impacts from a future 
predicted tsunami on the terminal are discussed in section 4.2.1.3 
of the DEIS.  See response to IND1-4. 

IND6-3 Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the DEIS.  
Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the Project were 
discussed in section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS.  See response to IND1-
1. 
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IND7 Patricia Hine, Eugene, OR 
 
IND7-1 Comment noted. 
IND7-2 Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the DEIS.  

See response to IND1-1. “Life-cycle” emissions from upstream 
and downstream sources not regulated by the FERC are beyond 
the scope of this Project-specific analysis, because  the sources of 
natural gas upstream and the customers for the LNG downstream 
are unknown, as explained in section 1.4.4 of the DEIS.  

IND7-3 Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the Project were 
discussed in section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS. 

IND7-4 Federally-listed threatened and endangered species were 
discussed in section 4.7 of the DEIS. 

IND7-5 See response to IND1-6. 
IND7-6 See response to IND3-2. 
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IND8 Roberta Cade, Salem, OR 
 
IND8-1 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 

Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 
IND8-2 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 

Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 
IND8-3 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 

Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 
IND8-4 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 

Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 
IND8-5 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 

Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 
IND8-6 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 

Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 
IND8-7 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 

Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 
IND8-8 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 

Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 
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IND9 Ryan Navickas, Prospect, OR 
 
IND9-1 Pacific Connector proposes to cross under the Rogue River with a 

horizontal directional drill (HDD), thus avoiding direct impacts on 
the river, and its aquatic environment, including fish.  See section 
4.4.2.2 of the DEIS. 

IND9-2 Property values are addressed in section 4.9.2.3 of the DEIS.  
Pipeline safety was addressed in section 4.13.9.  The pipeline 
would be buried underground, and after installation the right-of-
way would be restored and revegetated; so it would not be 
unsightly.  Visual impacts were addressed in section 4.8.2.2.   

IND9-3 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 
Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 

IND9-4 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 
Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 

IND9-5 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 
Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 

IND9-6 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 
Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 

IND9-7 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 
Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 

IND9-8 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 
Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 
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IND9-9 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 

Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 
IND9-10 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 

Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 
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IND10 Pamela Driscoll, Dexter, OR 
 
IND10-1 Nowhere in the DEIS is there a statement that the Project would 

be in the “public interest.”  In fact, the Commission would make 
its finding of public benefit in its decision-document Project 
Order.  The EIS is not a decision-document.  The Commission 
would issue its Order after we have produced an FEIS. 

IND10-2 Comment noted. 
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IND11 Nadya Hase, Roseburg, OR 
 
IND11-1 Comment noted. 
IND11-2 The DEIS addresses potential Project related impacts on the 

quality of the human environment. 
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IND12 Lana Gold, Portland, OR 
 
IND12-1 The DEIS discusses impacts the Pacific Connector pipeline may 

have on vegetation and timber in section 4.5.1.2.  It addresses 
potential impacts on wildlife in section 4.6.1.2.  The pipeline 
route through the Oregon Women’s Land Trust property is 
discussed in section 3.4.2.7. 
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IND13 Byron Harmon, Salem, OR 
 
IND13-1 Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the DEIS.  

Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the Project were 
discussed in section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS.  See response to IND1-
1. 
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IND14 Jackie Johnson, Eugen, OR 
 
IND14-1 The safe operation of the LNG storage tanks is addressed in 

section 4.13 of the DEIS.  As stated in section 4.2.1.3 of the 
DEIS, Jordan Cove would design and construct its facilities in a 
manner that takes geological conditions, such as an earthquake, 
into consideration.   

IND14-2 The LNG facility would not impact old-growth forests.  Impacts 
to old-growth forests from the pipeline, as well as impacts to 
listed species that depend on these habitats, are addressed in 
sections 4.6 and 4.7 of the DEIS. 
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IND15 Jain Elliott, Eugen, OR 
 
IND15-1 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
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IND16 Stephen M. Amy, Portland, OR 
 
IND16-1 Comments about production from oil sands or fracking methods 

to produce natural gas are not related to the environmental 
impacts associated with this Project.  It is the Department of 
Energy, not the FERC, that regulates the U.S. Energy policy.  See 
response to IND6-1 and IND1-3. 

IND16-2 Comment noted. 
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IND17 Sheryl Kaplan, Pasadena, CA 
 
IND17-1 The BLM has required additional mitigation for project impacts in order 

to ensure the projects compliance with federal land management plans 
and associated federal requirements. 

IND17-2 Comment noted. 
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IND18 Kaseja Wilder, Eugene, OR 
 
IND18-1 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND18-2 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND18-3 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND18-4 The safe operation of the LNG storage tanks is addressed in 

section 4.13 of the DEIS.  As stated in section 4.2.1.3 of the 
DEIS, Jordan Cove would design and construct its facilities in a 
manner that takes geological conditions, such as an earthquake, 
into consideration.   

IND18-5 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND18-6 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND18-7 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   
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IND19 Mark Wall, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND19-1 Comment noted. See the comparison of the Blue Ridge alternative 

in section 3.4.2.2. 
IND19-2 Comment noted. 
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IND20 Cheryl Robinson, Ashland, OR 
 
IND20-1 The safe operation of the LNG storage tanks is addressed in 

section 4.13 of the DEIS.  As stated in section 4.2.1.3 of the 
DEIS, Jordan Cove would design and construct its facilities in a 
manner that takes geological conditions, such as an earthquake, 
into consideration.   

IND20-2 Impacts to land values and private landowners are addressed in 
section 4.9. 
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IND21 Meggan H. McLarrin, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND21-1 Comment noted. 
IND21-2 Comment noted. See the comparison of the Blue Ridge alternative 

in section 3.4.2.2. 
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IND22 Dennis J. Coplin, Sr., Tualatin, OR 
 
IND22-1 Comment noted. 
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IND23 Cheryl Robinson, Ashland, OR 
 
IND23-1 Impacts to private landowners are addressed are section 4.9. 
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IND24 Kai Forlie, Burlington, VT 
 
IND24-1 See the response to IND1-1 and IND1-2. 
IND24-2 Comment noted. 
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IND25 Blue Ridge LNG Route 2013, Mark Sheldon, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND25-1 See the comparison of the Blue Ridge alternative in section 

3.4.2.2. 
IND25-2 No decision was made for these alternatives in the DEIS; the 

DEIS is not a decision document. 
IND25-3 See the comparison of the Blue Ridge alternative in section 

3.4.2.2.  See section 4.6.2.3 for a discussion on the Project effects 
on fish-bearing streams. As it states in section 3.4.2.2, the impacts 
to waterbodies are short-term effects while the loss of spotted owl 
and marbled murrelet habitat would be a long-term impact. 

IND25-4 NMFS is not a cooperating agency.  NMFS may provide FERC 
with comments on the Draft EIS, and these comments would be 
addressed in the Final EIS. 

IND25-5 As it states in section 3.4.2.2, the impacts to waterbodies are 
short-term effects while the loss of spotted owl and marbled 
murrelet habitat would be a long-term impact. 

IND25-6 PCGP provided NSO and MAMU information for the Blue Ridge 
Alternative in the fall of 2013 based on FERC’s data request.  The 
information was from historic data residing in BLM corporate 
databases. 

IND25-7 The DEIS lists 12 waterbodies crossed for the Proposed Route 
and 9 for the Modified Blue Ridge Alternative.  These numbers 
are based on hydrography data (see table 3.4.2.2-1).  As noted in 
the footnote of that table, field surveys identified 41 perennial 
streams and 24 intermittent streams along the Proposed Route.  
Field surveys have not been completed for Blue Ridge route but 
they would most likely identify many additional small streams. 
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IND25 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND25-8 See section 4.6.2.3 for a discussion on the Project effects on fish-

bearing streams.  The pipe is coated to avoid corrosion and buried 
beneath the stream.  It is not placed in the stream. 

IND25-9 As it states in section 3.4.2.2, the impacts to waterbodies are 
short-term effects while the loss of spotted owl and marbled 
murrelet habitat would be a long-term impact.  See section 4.6.2.3 
for a discussion on the Project effects on fish-bearing streams. 

IND25-10 See section 3.4.2.2 for a comparison of a range of resources 
affected by each route.  As it states in section 3.4.2.2, the loss of 
spotted owl and marbled murrelet habitat would be a long-term 
impact to listed species.  No decision has been made on these 
alternatives, the DEIS is not a decision document. 
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IND26 Julie A. Jennings, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND26-1 Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the DEIS.  

GHG emissions resulting from the Project were discussed in 
section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS. 

IND26-2 Emissions form the Jordan Cove facility and from LNG vessels 
and tugs are disclosed in section 4.12.1. Effects on public health 
and safety are discussed in section 4.13.1. 
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IND27 Mark Sheldon, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND27-1 Pacific Connector filed a geologic hazard report that was 

summarized in the EIS. 
IND27-2 See the introduction to chapter 3 for a discussion of how FERC 

analyzes alternatives. 
IND27-3. Detailed drawings for the proposed route are required as part of 

the design; however, they are proprietary and not released to the 
public. 
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IND28 Fredric Fleetwood, Trail, OR 
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IND28 Continued, 2 of 7 
 
IND28-1 The Executive Summary is just that; a summary of the findings of 

the DEIS.  To find the reference to the HDD Contingency Plan, 
you need to read the body of the text of the DEIS; specifically, see 
section 2.4.2.2.  That section stated that the HDD Contingency 
Plan was attached as Appendix 2H to Resource Report 2 of 
Pacific Connector’s June 6, 2013 application with the FERC.  The 
entire application is available in electronic format for public 
viewing via the internet on the FERC webpage (www.ferc.gov) 
through our eLibrary system. 
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IND28 Continued, page 3 of 7 
 
IND28-2 The FERC is requesting comments from the public on the 

potential environmental effects, reasonable alternatives, and 
measures to avoid or lessen environmental impacts. The more 
specific your comments are, the more useful they will be.  Inviting 
comments on a DEIS is a requirement of the regulations for 
implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
issued by the Council on Environmental Quality at Title 40 Code 
of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 1503. 

IND28-3 The term "significant" is defined under the CEQ regulations for 
NEPA documents, and is used in all Federal NEPA assessments 
(i.e., if a project would have "significant" impacts, then an EIS is 
triggered, otherwise, an Environmental Assessment (EA) is 
conducted).  Terms such as "avoid", "minimize", and "mitigate" 
are also widely used terms when defining the process of reducing 
or compensating for potential impacts of a project.   The opinions 
in the DEIS are the conclusions and recommendations of the 
document authors; which include FERC staff, our third-party 
environmental contractor, the federal cooperating agencies and 
their contractors. These authors are scientists with expertise in 
various resource topics. 

IND28-4 The FERC is requesting comments from the public on the 
potential environmental effects, reasonable alternatives, and 
measures to avoid or lessen environmental impacts. The more 
specific your comments are, the more useful they will be.  Inviting 
comments on a DEIS is a requirement of the regulations for 
implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
issued by the Council on Environmental Quality at Title 40 Code 
of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 1503. 

IND28-5 The recommended measures to mitigate for a possible future 
earthquake and ground shaking were reviewed by a consultant 
from California who is an expert in seismic design.  While there 
have been many strong earthquakes in California, we are unaware 
of any significant damage those earthquakes caused to FERC 
jurisdictional natural gas facilities in that state.    
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IND28 Continued, page 4 of 7 
 
IND28-6 The safe operation of the project is addressed in section 4.13 of 

the DEIS.  As stated in section 4.2.1.3 of the DEIS, the project 
would design and construct its facilities in a manner that takes 
geological conditions, such as an earthquake, into consideration.   

IND28-7 Comment noted. 
IND28-8 See response to IND28-1. 
IND28-9 Comment noted.   
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IND28 Continued, page 5 of 7 
 
IND28-10 The project would need to meet conditions for takes identified in 

the Biological Opinion (BO) issued by NMFS and the FWS.  The 
BO would not be completed until after the NEPA analysis and 
Biological Assessment by FERC are completed. 
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IND28 Continued, 6 of 7 
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IND29 Kathi L. Windsor and David A. Schmidt, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND29-1 Comment noted. 
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IND29 Continued, page 2 of 5 
 
IND29-2 Comment noted. No decision has been made at this time.  If the 

Blue Ridge Alternative were to be selected, the Transportation 
Management Plan in the applicant's Plan of Development would 
be revised. 
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IND29 Continued, page 4 of 5 
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IND30 Maya Rommwatt, Dorena, OR 
 
IND30-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND30-2 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND30-3 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND30-4 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND30-5 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND30-6 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND30-7 Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   
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IND30 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND30-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND31 Tamara Wyndham, New York, NY 
 
IND31-1 Comment noted. 
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IND32 Mary Sharon Moore, Eugene, OR 
 
IND32-1 Impacts on landowners whose property would be crossed by the 

pipeline route, including effects on property values as well as the 
possibility of eminent domain, are discussed in section 4.9.2.3 of 
the DEIS. 
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IND33 Leslie Burpo, Eugene, OR 
 
IND33-1 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND33-2 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND33-3 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND33-4 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND33-5 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND33-6 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND33-7 Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   
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IND33-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND34 Dawn M. Albanese, Elk Grove Village, IL 
 
IND34-1 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND34-2 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND34-3 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND34-4 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND34-5 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND34-6 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND34-7 Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   

IND34-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND35 Jemma Crae, Roseburg, OR 
 
IND35-1 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND35-2 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND35-3 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND35-4 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND35-5 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND35-6 See responses to comment letter IND1. 
IND35-7 Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   

IND35-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND36 Mary DeMocker, Eugene, OR 
 
IND36-1 Safety is addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  The reasons why 

Jordan Cove selected Coos Bay as the location for its terminal are 
discussed in section 3.3.1 of the EIS.  Jordan Cove would be 
required to design and construct its facilities to satisfy stringent 
design standards and codes that provide design requirements for 
geological conditions, including earthquakes and tsunamis.   See 
also response to comment IND6-2. 

IND36-2 It is the Department of Energy, not the FERC, that regulates the 
U.S. Energy policy.  See response to IND6-1. 

IND36-3 See response to IND1. 

 W-531 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND37 Mary DeMocker, Eugene, OR 
 
IND37-1 Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the DEIS.  

Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the Jordan Cove 
Liquefaction and Pacific Connector Pipeline Projects (Project) 
were discussed in section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS. 

IND37-2 Nowhere in the DEIS is there a statement that the Project would 
be in the “public interest.”  In fact, the Commission would make 
its finding of public benefit in its decision-document Project 
Order.  The EIS is not a decision-document.  The Commission 
would issue its Order after we have produced an FEIS.  Eminent 
domain is discussed in section 4.9.2.3 of the DEIS.  The U.S. 
Congress decided to convey the power of eminent domain to 
private companies that receive a Certificate from the FERC when 
it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947.  The Commission 
would make its finding of public benefit in its decision-document 
Project Order.  Impacts on ranch lands and farmlands are 
addressed in sections 4.1.2.2 and 4.3.2.1 of the DEIS.  Impacts on 
homes are discussed in section 4.1.2.3. Impacts on forest are 
addressed in section 4.5.  Impacts on federally listed threatened 
and endangered species are summarized in section 4.7. 

IND37-3 As stated in Section 4.13 of the DEIS, the FERC does not 
establish safety standards for pipelines; those standards are set by 
the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT).  It is outside the 
authority of the FERC to revise or alter the DOT safety standards. 

IND37-4 A 2012 study by the Energy Information Administration (EIA) of 
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) stated: “…U.S. natural gas 
prices are projected to rise over the long run, even before 
considering the possibility of additional exports.”  Another 2012 
study by NERA Economic Consultants for DOE found that the 
nation is “…projected to gain net economic benefits from 
allowing LNG exports.” 

IND37-5 See response to IND1-2. 
IND37-6 It is the Department of Energy, not the FERC, that regulates the 

U.S. Energy policy.  See response to IND6-1. 
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IND37-7 Comment noted. 
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IND38 Barbara Dickinson, Wolf Creek, OR 
 
IND38-1 Comment noted. 
IND38-2 The impacts of LNG vessel marine traffic in the waterway to the 

Jordan Cove terminal on the marine ecosystem are addressed in 
sections 4.4 and 4.6 of the DEIS.  The safe operation of the 
Project is addressed in section 4.13 of the DEIS.   

IND38-3 Socioeconomic impacts and benefits from this Project, as well as 
environmental justice were addressed in section 4.9 of the DEIS.   
Jordan Cove has signed agreements with Coos County and the 
State of Oregon to provide local resources for the protection of the 
communities near the LNG terminal. 

IND38-4 The natural gas supplies for the Jordan Cove terminal would come 
from the Rocky Mountain region and western Canada, transported 
by the Pacific Connector pipeline through its interconnections 
with GTN and Ruby, as stated in the DEIS.  Currently, virtually 
no natural gas is produced in Oregon.  Nor will this Project obtain 
natural gas from California.  See response to IND1-3. 

IND38-5 The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent 
domain to private companies that receive a Certificate from the 
FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947. As 
explained in the DEIS, the construction right-of-way would be 
restored after pipeline installation, and landowners would be 
compensated for any damages.  The construction right-of-way 
would be 95 feet wide.  The Commission would make its decision 
on public benefit in its Project Order. 
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IND38 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND38-6 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND38-7 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND38-8 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND38-9 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   

IND38-10 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND39 Gregory Zorn, Sutherlin, OR 
 
IND39-1 The people elected via the voting process, the U.S. Congress, 

passed the NGA.  The NGA grants the FERC the authority to 
review and regulate these types of projects.  The NEPA process 
required the production of an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for projects that 1) trigger a federal nexus, and 2) could 
have significant impacts to the environment.  FERC is complying 
with the requirements of NEPA through the production of this 
EIS. 
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IND40 Sylvia Yamada, PhD 
 
IND40-1 Effects on crabs and other species in the bay are discussed is 

section 4.6.2. 
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IND41 Joshua Berger, Portland, OR 
 
IND41-1 The Project does not involve the hydraulic fracturing of shale 

beds.  See response to IND1-3. The Commission would determine 
public benefit in its Project Order.  The DOE already decided that 
Jordan Cove may export LNG. 

IND41-2 There is no evidence that the Project would result in higher 
domestic natural gas prices.  See response to IND37-4.  Safety is 
addressed in section 4.13 of the DEIS.  Potential impacts on the 
Southwest Oregon Regional Airport was discussed in section 
4.10.1.4.  See response to comment IND3-8.  See response to 
comment IND6-2.  The DEIS addressed potential pipeline-related 
impacts on private property owners in section 4.9.2.3, on forest in 
section 4.5.1.2, and on surface waterbodies in section 4.4.2.2. 
After pipeline installation the construction right-of-way would be 
restored and revegetated.  However, a 30-foot-wide strip over the 
centerline would be kept clear of trees; which would be equivalent 
to a one lane road.  The U.S. Congress decided to convey the 
power of eminent domain to private companies that receive a 
Certificate from the FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the 
NGA in 1947.  The Commission would make its decision on 
public benefit in its Project Order.  During LNG vessel transits 
Coos Bay would not be closed.  Read section 4.10.1.1 of the 
DEIS.  No jobs would be lost in manufacturing, timber, ranching, 
farming, fishing, or recreation as a result of this Project (see 
section 4.9 of the DEIS).   
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IND42 Darly Morgan, Cottage Grove, OR 
 
IND42-1 The FERC staff has been studying this Project for about ten years.  

It is not fast-tracked.  Public safety was addressed in section 4.13 
of the DEIS.  The Commission would determine public benefit in 
its Project Order.  The Klamath Falls area is not the most active 
wildlife area in the state.  As a result of Reclamation’s Klamath 
Project much of the Klamath Basin has been turned into 
agricultural land, with a loss of native wildlife habitat.  The 
Project is not near Crater Lake National Park.    

IND42-2 An assessment of other reasonable alternatives, including 
alternative locations for the LNG facility, are discussed in Chapter 
3 of the DEIS. 

IND42-3 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 
Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 

IND42-4 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 
Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 

IND42-5 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 
Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 

IND42-6 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 
Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 

IND42-7 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 
Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 
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IND42 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND42-8 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue 

Riverkeeper.  See responses to IND1. 
IND42-9 Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   
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IND43 John and Polly Wood, Hood River, OR 
 
IND43-1 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND43-2 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND43-3 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND43-4 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND43-5 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND43-6 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND43-7 Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   
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IND43 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND43-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND44 Michael Litt, Portland, OR 
 
IND44-1 The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent 

domain to private companies that receive a Certificate from the 
FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947.  The 
Commission would make its decision on public benefit in its 
Project Order.  Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 
of the DEIS.  GHG emissions resulting from the Project were 
discussed in section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS.  The Project would not 
encourage additional production of natural gas.  See response to 
comment CO1-1.  See response to IND1-2.  We examined the 
potential to use renewal energy sources as an alternative to the 
Project in sections 3.1.4 and 3.3.2.4.   
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IND45 Karl Poehleman, Eugene, OR 
 
IND45-1 Impacts on habitat are addressed in section 4.5 of the DEIS.  

Potential for wildfires are discussed in section 4.5.1.2. 
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IND46 Conley Phillips, Cottage Grove, OR 
 
IND46-1 Comment noted. 
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IND47 Shelly Fort, Eugene, OR 
 
IND47-1 Comment noted. 
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IND48 Connie Stopher, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND48-1 Comment noted. 
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IND49 Dan Burke, Elkton, OR 
 
IND49-1 Comment noted. 

 W-553 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND50 Kaseja Wilder, Eugene, OR 
 
IND50-1 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND50-2 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND50-3 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND50-4 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND50-5 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND50-6 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND50-7 Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.  

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are 
discussed in section 4.7.   
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IND50-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
IND50-9 The NEPA process required the production of an Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS) for projects that 1) trigger a federal nexus, 
and 2) could have significant impacts to the environment.  FERC 
is complying with the requirements of NEPA through the 
production of this EIS. 
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IND51 Charles B. Miller, PhD, Oregon State University 
 
IND51-1 Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and 

production of natural gas.  As stated in our response to IND1-2, 
the FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of 
natural gas.  In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; and 
therefore, the environmental impacts associated with that activity 
will not be analyzed in our environmental document.  See 
response to IND1-3. 

IND51-2 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND51-3 “Life-cycle” emissions from upstream and downstream sources 

not regulated by the FERC are beyond the scope of this Project-
specific analysis, because  the sources of natural gas upstream and 
the customers for the LNG downstream are unknown, as 
explained in section 1.4.4 of the DEIS. See response to IND1-1. 

IND51-4 As acknowledged in section 4.2.1.1 of the DEIS, the Jordan Cove 
LNG terminal is located in the vicinity of the Cascadia 
Subduction Zone.  Jordan Cove would design and construct its 
facilities in a manner that takes geological conditions, such as an 
earthquake, into consideration.  See response to IND1-4. 
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IND51-5 The commenter is correct that the Zhang analysis used mean high high 

water (MHHW) as the initial condition for the tsunami inundation 
analysis while the CHE analysis used mean high water (MHW) analysis 
for the tsunami inundation analysis. The reason this was done was that 
newly developed tsunami design requirements developed by the 
American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE)  that were developed after 
2011 Tohoku  Earthquake in Japan used MHW as the basis for 
determining tsunami inundation elevations and MHHW (The elevation 
difference between MHHW and MHW is 0.66 feet at the Jordan Cove 
site).  The commenter is also correct that the CHE analysis applied a 1.3 
factor to the project run-up elevation while the Zhang analysis did not.  
This is because the Zhang study was performed prior to the ASCE 
requirements being developed while the CHE analyses were developed 
considering the ASCE requirements. With regards to the commenter 
problem issues, we have the following response. 
1. Jordan Cove proposes to construct the berth to -45 feet (plus 2 feet for 
over dredging) which would accommodate the predicted withdrawal and 
tsunami wave trough. 
2. We agree with commenter that debris impact is a real issue in the event 
of a tsunami.  In the case of the Jordan Cove terminal, the elevations are 
such that debris would be stopped by the ground berm before reaching 
process equipment and the LNG storage tanks.  In addition, the mooring 
basin would generally protect any LNG vessel from impact from debris.   
3. As indicated in the DEIS, tsunamis are a series of events and one event 
could last 10 or 20 hours with several significant waves.  But for design 
purposes, it is the highest runup elevation that is important.  That is what 
the CHE analysis has used to predict tsunami impact on the Jordan Cove 
terminal site.  It should also be noted that the CHE analysis results are 
similar to those mapped values in the soon to be published ASCE 
tsunami maps being developed by NOAA.  
4. The CSZ seismic hazard has been considered in developing the 
inundation elevations (see section 4.2.1.4 of the EIS), where it is 
indicated that both 8.3 and 9.0 magnitude earthquake are considered in 
developing the seismic hazard ground motions.  The design tsunami 
inundation levels are based on the same seismic hazard ground motion 
levels. 
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IND51-6 As stated in section 4.2.1.3, subsection, Tsunami Hazards, The 

Emergency Planning and Response Team has reviewed and 
approved the LNG vessel procedures for dealing with tsunamis. 
This team includes, among others, the Coast Guard, ODE, Oregon 
Marine Board, and Jordan Cove Experts. 
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IND51-7 An oil refinery in Chiba burned following the quake.  LNG was 

not involved in the fire, liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) was.  The 
quake caused the fracture of many cross-braces on the support 
legs of LPG Tank No. 364 (Fig. 2 and 3), which at the time was 
not full of LPG, but water used to purge air from the tank for a 
regulatory overhaul inspection. According to an August 2, 2011 
report issued by the Cosmo Oil Co., Ltd., six people were injured, 
one seriously. The initial quake, combined with the added weight, 
caused the support cross-braces to fracture, and the subsequent 
quake caused the support legs to buckle and the tank to collapse.  
The tank was not designed to hold the added weight of the water 
in an earthquake. According to a statement by an official at the 
city's gas bureau, the Sendai LNG tanks were not damaged, but 
compressors, meters and other electric control systems went down 
after the quake, making it difficult to restart the facility within a 
month. 

IND51-8 Section 4.13.2.1 discusses the loss of containment of LNG and 
mixed refrigerant liquid at cryogenic temperature.  The liquid 
release would be contained within the facility spill containment 
system, including conveying trenches and impoundment sumps.  
High concentrations of vapors that could cause asphyxiation 
would only be in proximity of the spill containment systems.  
Therefore, the hazards associated with cryogenic temperatures 
and asphyxiation from these liquid spills and other releases would 
not affect the public.  Section 4.13.5.5 discusses impacts from 
potential fires at the facility.  Section 4.13.5 - LNG Facility Siting 
Analysis includes information from Resource Report 11 and 
subsequent data requests pertaining to the hazard analyses for the 
proposed project. 

IND51-9 The Commission would make its finding of public benefit in its 
decision-document Project Order.  The EIS is not a decision-
document. 
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IND51-10 An oil refinery in Chiba burned following the quake.  LNG was 

not involved in the fire, liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) was.  The 
quake caused the fracture of many cross-braces on the support 
legs of LPG Tank No. 364 (Fig. 2 and 3), which at the time was 
not full of LPG, but water used to purge air from the tank for a 
regulatory overhaul inspection. According to an August 2, 2011 
report issued by the Cosmo Oil Co., Ltd., six people were injured, 
one seriously. The initial quake, combined with the added weight, 
caused the support cross-braces to fracture, and the subsequent 
quake caused the support legs to buckle and the tank to collapse.  
The tank was not designed to hold the added weight of the water 
in an earthquake. According to a statement by an official at the 
city's gas bureau, the Sendai LNG tanks were not damaged, but 
compressors, meters and other electric control systems went down 
after the quake, making it difficult to restart the facility within a 
month. 
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IND52 Tom Bender, Nehalem, OR 
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IND52-1 Energy efficiency improvements and renewable resource 

development are beyond the scope of this project. FERC does not 
regulate these resources. 
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IND52-2 Renewable energy options are discussed in section 3.1.4 of the 

EIS.  Because the Project’s purpose is to prepare natural gas for 
export to foreign and domestic markets, the development or use 
renewable energy technology would not be a reasonable 
alternative to the proposed action. 
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IND52-3 The potential for the proposed site to be subject to natural 

hazards, including an earthquake, sea level rise, and tsunami, is 
addressed at length in the EIS. 
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IND52-4 Comment noted. 
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IND52-5 Comment noted. 
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IND52-6 Comment noted. 
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IND52-7 Comment noted. 
  

 W-574 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 

IND52 Continued, page 11 of 23 
 
 
  

 W-575 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 

IND52 Continued, page 12 of 23 
 
 
  

 W-576 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 

IND52 Continued, page 13 of 23 
 
IND52-8 Comment noted. 
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IND52-9 Comment noted. 
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IND52-10 We have evaluated the ability of existing public facilities and 

services to support operation of the proposed LNG terminal.  
Jordan Cove has proposed a number of measures to augment these 
services, and we have recommended additional measures.  See 
discussion in section 4.13.7 of the EIS. 
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IND52-11 The DEIS includes extensive avoidance, minimization, and 

mitigation measures designed to minimize adverse effects.   
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IND52-12 Comment noted. 
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IND52-13 We do not agree that agreements made at the Lima Climate 

Change Conference ban the development of new LNG projects. 
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IND52-14 Comment noted. 
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IND52-15 The purpose of an EIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of 

construction and operation of the project, including the effects on 
the human environment.  We believe that the DEIS effectively 
documents these impacts. 

IND52-16 Alternatives are presented and evaluated in chapter 3 of the DEIS. 
IND52-17 Health and safety concerns are addressed in section 4.13 of the 

EIS; impacts to the economy are addressed in section 4.9; impacts 
to air quality area addressed in section 4.12; impacts to water are 
addressed in 4.4; while impacts to the "natural environment" are 
addressed in chapter 4 of the EIS. 
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